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presence of that apoeryphou iu the cvilection v0 tia: care Sp askvtlter 
proct of the meerest ot the group wliieh own ie ‘ilisary im 
apocryphal hiterature, Haut ils special siguuiticaue. eis Ing Tasihler 
ui the language itself, We may have iu this Acie cais ecunient 4 
turm of “Aramaic which will liriny us closer fer chs seroacular «i 
Palestine in the Gime of Christ. It cuiay diave: sete becaving on the 
Aramaic substratum) of the words of Christ. Gia rbiis cenimtey, the 
authenticity of the discovery har been cawicugel gatably by Dr. 
Zeitlin in the Jew. Quart, Wet Ci IS-4F SC maeittary um oe 
Book of Habakkuk: Lnportant diseevery or Hows 27 pp. 233-4 1, 
and: “Scholarship and the Hoax of the Revent fHscaveries” (p. 
337-63}. At the meeting of the American Oriental Suvciely at Yale 
(April 5-7, 1949), Zeithin'’s seeptietsiy mict with simne support 
chiefly on the part of Dr. Orlinsky who argued! against the antiyutry 
of the Isaias Scroll by appealing to the cireuuistinees of the diy- 
covery, the characteristics nf the test and ysulaccraptiv. Ils con 
clusion was that the MS. helang to seane date aner Sab AD Dr. 
Albright, present at the meeting, niaintained the aitheuticny of the 
find. It would seem that at the time of the Yale miceting the 
details of the examination of the cave by fr. de Vaux and Mr. 
Harding,—-in which Dr. Sellers of the American School also toek 
part-—were not known generally, “Vhe thereugh exanimation at 
the cave should go a long way towards establishmuy suftcdly the 
genuineness of the discovery, even if stane cirenmstances sul. need 
clarification. But such a disctission is not tr yain, since it will 
help to focus attention on doubtful pomts and in the enrl, we trust, 
to place the facts beyond reasonable doutt, ‘The wapertance of the 
discovery makes necessary a most thorough examination of the 
evidence. 

Epwarp P, Arnez 
the Catholic tlatverstty of America 
Washington, D.C. 
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Alissios FNIENTINN 


“Catholic Church work among American Negrovs” is the Missian 
Intention for March, 1950, 
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THE STATUS OF ST. ROBERT BELLARMINE'’S 
TEACHING ABOUT ViitE MEMBERSIEP 
OF OCCULT HERETICS IN THE 
CATHOLIC CHURCH 

St. Robert Beillarwitne delentled aid socsciidaied, alilwupl he | 
did not by any means originate, Ue leeniig Gat actual niiober- 
ship in the Church nsilitaut Gepen dee cachieively upd ites fae- 
tors Which Catholic theelowians paanip teyether under the heatt- 
ing of the external or bodily bewtd aid unity with Clirtst saneb ss ith 
His Church. St. Robert heidl that ail and only those who retamed 
an outward and public Catholic professiaun of fill, aia ceclostistivat 
communion in or access tu the sacrammeaids, aml suljectivn te the 
rule of legitimate ecclesiastical superiors could rightfally aid prop- 
erly be designated] as parts or members of the true Claret of 
Christ on earth. A man who poissesserd these clararieintics “wold - 
remain a member of the Church, albeit an utterly unwerthy oue, 
even though secretly guilty of the sins of heresy or apostasy, aud 
thus devoid of all supernatural life whatever." 

With varying deyrees of cimphasis, the text bouks iost fre- 
quently employed in Aimerican theological serninarivs support St. 
Robert’s teaching on conditions for membership in the Church Mi 
on earth. Billot, Heryé, Tanquerey, and) Van Noort are in sub- . 
stantial agreement on this point? Since these manitals are used tn 
the theological formation of a great many American candidates 
for the priesthood, it is ouly reasonable to conclude, in the absence 
of any contrary indication, that a very large proportion of American 
priests have been taught, and have mare their awn, the opinion 
which holds that a man who is united to the Church hy the external 
bonds of unity remains a member of this soctety, even though he be 
an occult heretic. 

Thus it is necessarily a matter af interest and nf coucern to 
the priests of the United States to find St. Robert's opinion abort 


iCf. St Robert’s ¢ geclesta mrfttustie, c, 2. 

2Ci. Billot, Tractatus de vceclesia Christ. 3th edition (Rome: Gregorian 
University, 1927), I, 295 f.; Hervé, Afaawale theofogiae Qerapmalficad, 18th 
edition (Paris: Berche et Pagis, 1934), T, 455 f.: Tancquures, Saorepsts fhoa- 
logiag dogmatirae fundameniniis, 24th cditian (Paris: Deselte, 10374, p. a7): 
Van Noort, Tractatus de cccfesia Christ: Sth elition (Fiiversum, Holla: 
Paul Brand, 1932), p. 174. Pe 
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requisites for menierstity m2 the Camircl: subjected tu ie sliarye auc 
radical criticism by a competent theelugiasn. Very receny i'r 
Francis X. Lawlor, 5.J., has written in Vheoigteul studies and 
has “endeavored to show that aceurbug to the teaciing of vie 
encyclical [Aystict curporis|, occult heresy ts acusipatilde with 
menibership in the visible Church of Christ.) air lr. Lawlur 
has been successinl in bis efurt, and lis actualy Drought rorwvard 
vahd evidence that St. Roberts teaching oa Wis meuller 13 even 
by impheation opposed to the ductrine ur the A ysder corperts. 
then it is manifestly the business et every piriest who dives bitherty 
followed St. Robert to recumsider Jus jrudyoient an cus particuiar 
point, At any event, if is naw miperative teh re-esxcautie the ques 
tion and to look at St, Robert's teaclinge against its wa bacik- 
ground, and ultimately tu sce what the eneyciieal J vetier corports 
has actually taught about the pot at issue, 

The wortd of scholastic theology dul uot give ay very detailed 
treatment of the question about requtsttes fur membership in the 
Church until well into the fourteenth century, St. Jkabert and tis 
contenipuraries never thought of appealing to aty scholastic auther- 
ities prior to Cardinal John de Turrecretnata and Thomas Netter 
of Walden. The latter was one of the first propeonetits oF the teach- 
ing later popularized by St. Robert hitnself. ‘he formers, although 
sometimes quoted in opposition to St. Rebert and his followers, 
limited his expheit teaching on this particular point tu the general 
statement that the faithful were within the Chureh and that here- 
tics were not. 

iy the latter part of the sixteenth century, however, theo- 
logians had come to recognize two distinct sections of the teaching 
about requirements for membership in the Church militant. There 
were certain questions to which the Church itself had given defini- 
tive replies, questions to which certain Catholic dogmmas were the 
only possible responses. Titus all of the Catholic theologians ot 
their time and since have unanimously taught that a min may be a 
member of the Church militant if he is in tire state of mortal sin, 
even of extraordinarily grave mortal sin, and that he may be a 
member even thotigh he is not predestined tu enfoav the beatific 
vision, 


* The article is entitled “Occult Heresy and Meroberstip in the Church.” 
The citation is from Theologica! Studies, X, 4 | Dec, 19495, 553, 
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Other questions with reference to membership in the Church 
were open to free disctisston. Our sixteenth and seventeenth cen- 
tury theologians took full advantage of that freedom. They offered 
theories which diifered very sharply from one another, but which 
may be classified with some degree at adequacy under four general 
headings. 

First there were those who, with the great Dominican Theunas 
de Vio Cardinal Cajetan and with the eminent Spanish Fran- 
ciscan controversialist Alphonsus a Castro, made ma effective 
distinction between membership in the chorch and subjection to 
it, and who thus classified all bajnized persons, todiscrimivately, as 
parts or members of the true Chuarch.* They hehl durt the bapitsinal 
character constituted even a public apostate or heretic a poauine 
member of the Church. 

St. Robert is by far the best known representative of the seceried 
group. Taking cognizanee of the existence uf two clistincet sets 
of factors, the inward or sptritual and the wutward of bodily bonds 
of unity, both of which tended to attach a tan to Christ, St. Robert 
insisted upon and, as a matter of fact built his book Pe ecclesia 
mistante around, the thesis that it ts the outward bond alone, to 
the entire exclusion of the inward, which constitutes a man as a 
part or a member of the Church militant. [n supporting thts 
thesis, he followed the lead of Thomas Netter of Walden, of John 
Driedo, of Peter a Soto, and of Melchior Cano. Netter interprets 
St. Angustine in favar of his thests that one who has destroyed 
within himself “the most true and most established faith of the 
Church, remains a son of the Church as long as he is net cast 
out from the communion of the sacraments.” © Although he makes 
no express reference to occult heretics, Driedo insists that “all of 
those who are held as visibly attached to the Church by the sacra- 
ment of faith, in a kind of peaceful way consorting bodily with the 
Christian people, are said to be within the Church unt they are 


4Cf. Cajelan, De comparationc auctoritetis papae ef cencthi, ¢. 22, in Caje- 
tan's Soripta theologtca, erlited by Fr. Pollet €Rame: Angelica, 1936), fT, 142 
i.: Alphonsus 2 Castra, De tusta kaercttoorwm punitione, Lib. IT? ¢. 24, tn 
the Opera Alphonn a Castro { Paris, 1571). column 1392. 


SCY. De ecclesiu melitaniec, fuc. cét, 
4) 


SAantiquitaium fidet catholicae ercfesiag dovirinale, Iib. TH, a. 2, in the 
Blanciotti edition (Venice, 1758), [, 2492. 
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cut off by the Church's judgment or until they leave at ar their 
own accord, desptsing and persecuting the Ctuireh” * 

Peter a Soto believed and tanght that “neither grace. aor cer 
tainly any interior hidden virtuc was requited i ruenihers | at the 
Church, and that, as a matter of fact, nuthinys wies requisite apar: 
from “the public and legitimate protessiati ae puth and the youu 
tion.” © Cano insisted that “catechinnens are tet part at this 
Church, and that all of thase who have tlic bapettsiual character are 
parts, unless they have been cut oH by the padblic tudgnuent of the 
Church after external heresy." Crine dlitcred treau Sots and trom 
St. Robert in insisting upon the necessity at the Laypad anal character 
in 2 member of the Church. cA af then, dnoweser. badie vend thar a 
man is constituted as a member of the Cloirchs threnoly (us gurssts- 
sion of the outward boul, aid that troe moacid Guth is ayiter 
requisite nor sufficient to establish a qian as a maendrer, 

Francis Suarez is almost alone iu his ceteuce of the third opinion. 
Where St. Robert had taught that the cutward band of unity 
alone constituted a man as a inember of the Chiuteli, Snarez taught, 
on the contrary that faith, the basic clement of the inward bond, 
was the only absolute requisite. In perfect consistency with this 
position, he held that while a secret sia which destroys the virtue 
of faith puts a man out of the Church, a catechumen who has the 
virtue of faith should be counted as a member."" 

Speaking of the thesis that both faith and some external bond 
are necessary to constitute 3 man a tnember of the Church, Suarez 
says that: w#odus fre foguendit, de yuna fortc ext tatu spmatcsise niagis 
quam de re, miht non satis probatur.’. He describes his teaching 
on the membership in the Church of catechumens endowed with 


1 De ecclestasticts serépturis e¢ dogmatihus, Lib. FN’, ¢. 2, part 2 (Louvain. 
1533). p. 517. 

§ Assertio catholtcae fdet circa articufos confessionis nomine tliestrissim 
Duess Wirtenbergensis oblatae per lvgates efus Concitie Tridentno, c. De 
e¢ciesta, Neither the pages nor the sectivms of this edition (Cologne, i355} 
are numbered. 

9 Pe locts theafegtcts, Lib. TV, c. 2, in the Opera theoliaican (Rimac, Lt. 
I, 201. 

19 Ci. Opus de triplici wirtute thevlogica (Lyons, 1621). De fice, disp. 9% 
sect. }, pp. 140 ft. Suarez, incidentally, imststs that a ecatechunien who has 
the faith but who has never manifested it itt ay way remains a member of the 


Church. 
11 fhid., p. 159. 


ST. ROBERT BELEARMINES CRAUCHENG aL] 


the vittue of divine faith as swnisehing which ails lamer arages 
placet.* Thus, since he merely sistus Val fis owt position, was 
more pleasing to hin, that he sis] tot comenlar the arguments 
against it conclusive, aud that the whole dispate imtight weil be a 
matter of terminology rather thant af reve itoori, il is case ta sue 
that Suarez’ denial of the tiecessity of Vie eacernal Land er uni 
in 4 meniber of the Church Wels pre scel celiiy' rL> td Petilleslas 1H Hoitiea. 

The fourth opinion was given its udeytuae ferny by Fraturis 
Syhtus. Tt held that neo naan essikl be a ticanher of (he Cathohe 
Church unless he possessed the c-utward laornds cf univ, the fap. 
tismal profession of faith, the cimeuciin, of the saeranieiis, arid 
subjection to legitimate eeele-iastical araherity, brat taught, at the 
same time, that trie internat Faith was ate reqeitedd.’? Phe mien 
who held this opinion ctlfered Freenr Sauares in levying moenadlersbip 
in the Church to catechuroeus. ‘Viey opposed St. Rehert i teach- 
ing that occult heresy was incotuypeuiile wally read mueribersbize ina 
the Church. Sylvins adduul ¢hat oer man cord be om real pari or 
member of the Church tnless be dsadoa certain water fraloraitalis, 
an affection for the Church and for ds membership separable ironi 
and inferior to the theological virtue of charily.'* Ile belteved that 
this amor fraternitatis constituted, mong with Faith itself. ite basic 
inward bond of unity requisite for mewhership in the Chireh. 

Goth St. Robert and Suarez Itsted Yurrecrensata as an authority 
denying that occult heretics could be members of the true Church. 
St. Robert, however, very properly insisted that the section of 
Turrecremata’s Suvpaa de ecclesia which was generally supposed 
to refer to this question might possibly have nothing at all te clo with 
tS Again St. Robert, and Suarez after him, Hst the Cardinal 
Hosius as teaching that occult heretics can be members of the 
Church. Here both were inanifestly mistaken. 


12 Joid,, p. 160, 

WCf, De praccipyts fides nastrac orthodorte confer cersiis cum nustvis 
haeveizgig, Lib, IL], gq. 1, articles 2, 3, and 7, in Sylvius Offers Comoe 
fAmtwerp, 1693), VY, 236 ff. 

wach St. Rohert, ap. cft.. eo dU. cofuron T34. he older theologians be 
lieved that what Turrecrenista tied said ja dis Sanu de eeviesa (Venice, 
1561), Lib. IV, part 2, ¢. 20, p. 393%, conh| he appbiod te this questi. 

I9SCf op, cst, a. 2, p. 237. 
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Hosius had encountered Brentins’ comeniton that an utcult 
lerettc could not really belony to the true Cliweed, but cot only 
appear to belong. The Cardinal believed that liv was answering 
this contention when he insisted that “Nothing: prevents us trom 
holding, for a true member uf the Church, ho in wir we ac 
knowledge a public and fegirimate profession af taith and viea- 
tion, even though he be not a trae member in the eyes of fod! 
Sylyvius appeals to Hesius, and ta Vannes and Late ay well, as 
authorities in support of his own thesis that “heretics and selus- 
matics, however occult they may be, are aot an the ¢ burch truly and 
absolutely, but enly alter a fashion (secumduie guid +, that is, ac- 
cording to outward appearance um] aceording te the extemal 
reception of the sacraments.” 1? 

Jamies Latomus had contented Jiimself with an out and put 
denial of membership to all heretics, occult or otherwise’ Later 
theologians, however, seemed sumewhat entbarrassed hiv the prab- 
tem of the two different bonds of unity. Atl of tha fuaportant writers 
except Suarez were ready to deny that a man could be a member 
of the Church if he possessed faith, that is, the basic ele:nent im the 
inward or spiritual bond of unity, without possessing the out- 
ward or bodily bond. Those wha would not acknowledge, as St. 
Robert did, that a man who possessed the outward bond without 
any trace of the inward was actually a member of the Church. 
were driven to strain their vocabularies in an attempt to explain 
that such a person was still at Jeast leyitimnately considered an 
apparent member. Stapleton insistecl] that the occult heretic he- 
longed to the Church secundum uid. at feast by reason of the 
sacramental character."*? Wiggers, choosing between the opinion 
of St. Robert and that ascribed to Turreereinuta, states flatly that 
St. Robert's theory ts more cotnmon and that it seems more con- 
sonanl with the writings of the ancients.“ Tfe holds that oceslt 


10 Confuiata prolegamenon Brentiz (Vyans, 1564). ¢. §, p. 485, Ch Ber- 
nacki, La doctrine de tégitse ches le Cardinal Sfostus (Paris: Gahalda, 
1936}. p. 35. 

Up. ci, ge. 7, ph oad 

SCt Me ecciesia ct humanae legis ohbitnitienc, c. 2. in the Opers { Lou- 
yain, 1579), p. ddr. 

eC Principrorum fides dectrivglium reflects schoiastica cf componediarta 
(Antwerp, 1596), Controversia JT, qg. 2, a. 3, ty. IS f. 

“U Cf. Commentaria de virtuttbus theolegtcis (Louvain, 1689), tractatus de 
ecclesia, ad q. 1, a. 10, p. 111. 
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heretics seem to be parts and members ai the Chrareh omly im an 
imperfect way and, as it were, by way of atiabogy.? Grepery wt 
Valentia, somewhat hesitantly, aud Adam “Panner, quate Viguratsty, 
also denied membership in the Church toa these tudden heretivs.* 
Sylvius gave explicit utterance te the pirinerple: thet guided ail 
these men when he tanght that “by coason ad the uiward {bone 
of union} a man is a member of the Church siapicder ed absalitte, 
but by reason of the outward jhond| only scenmdion cd ef 
improprie,” * 

It must he recalled, however, that serious tseelusieal opps 
tion to St. Robert’s thesis on the status of aeeult heretics followed 
the line of the opinion elaborated by Syivius rather than that at 
the one presented by Starez. Wesptte Suarez’ iremendytis and 
well-deserved influence in the world of sacred theology, has opti 
about conditians for membership in the Church was clestined, 
for all intents and purposes, io clic with lim. Na Tuture theologian 
at any moment was to be fol to teach thet uernal faith wis 
the one actual requisite for micmibership im the true Church, arc 
thus to hold that catechumiens who possessed the faith were mein- 
bers of the Church and that ocenlt herctics were uot. 

In the same way, the first of the opinions once current among 
Catholic scholars that were supported by Cajetan and by Alphonsus 
a Castro, did not survive the Cutmter-Reformatton period. Thus 
only two of the four theories regarding mensbership) in the Chureh 
have come down to our awn time. The two surviving opinions 
are the one which was taught by St. Robert and that which was 
presented by Sylvius. 

Both of these two opinions lave beer tpleld coutinususly hy com- 
petent theologians since the early part of the seventeenth century, 
when Adam Tanner declared his own teaching to be more wicely 
received and John Wiggers wrote, on the contrary, that St. 
Robert's theory was more commonty hekl“4 Strangely enough, 
Tannet seems to have heen the last important theclogian to have 
judged the teaching that denies membership in the Church to 


WCE. ibid, p. 112. 

*2Cf. Valentia, Commentaria fieoleatca Cineolstadt, it}, TIT, erlunin 
166, Tanucr, Theofogia schofastica (Ingadstads, 16279, 02, cutenear 136. 

23 Op. cit. a. 7, p. 242. 

¢ Cf. Tanner, foc. cit.; Wiggers, op. cit, p. 11. 
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ocenlt heretics as mure comune thr its oppose. The fanoer 
of subsequent theologians who adopted ie teachpig se. Sarin bs 


7 Peter a Soto aud by St. Robert was ieivherils proder Ulan mt 

My of the meu who preferred the teaeliing oi Vssner and ol Si lvits 

= a on this point, although the latter apices, reves ha besd sth site 
port from very able cechesioloyists. 

Thus, during the cighteenth century, Su ebert’s tearlang could 

* claim the support of such eminent writers ae Tiaineiy, ane 

rf! Regnier? while Sylvius’ aptnian wes upd dey Uae teevieisdangis 


influential Billuart.** During the jiuciewnsti century such ther 
logical giants as Perrone, Cardinst Alazeelia, Vatiueri, aid Cer- 
cia** agreed with St. Robert that cecult Lerelirs were members ot 
the Chureh, In the most completa: treatiient given feo tits ques- 
tion in all the manuals of thecloyy ciiriig Wh hsetoe nee eentacs, 
however, Murray concludes by rejeetitig this toweling which, at 
the same time he admits is lonye comsimulior-” “Vepe and jlucter 
followed Franzelin in declaring that the eecalt heretic is tot prop 
erly and truly a member of the Church, but belangs to it andy in 
appearance.** They therchy renewed im the nineteenth century a 
teaching which Hosius had proposed in the the sixtecnth, franzelin, 
incidentally, popularized the process of distinguishing between 
formal and material heresy in treating of conditions for membership 


25 Cf. Tournely, Praglectiones theatogicae de er: iesia \krighi | Paris, 1763), 
ry [, 299; Regnier, De ecclesia CArssit, in Migne's PAvilvgdde curans camptetus, 
LY, columns 1093 ff. 

: *6Cf. Summa Sanckh Thomae hodiernis acadcutiirtant wesriiins accammoe- 
data sive cursus thcologiae juxta wientein fiz Theocn, de regulis fded diss. 
3, a. 2, in the edition of Paris, 1904, \', 97 f. 

27 Ct. Perrone, Praeleciiones thealegicac (Rome, 1333), [. 208; Muzzella. 
De reftyione et evclesia, 6th edition (Prata, PGE, np dub Ao; Paimiers 
Tructaius de Romtano Pontifice cwn prevomiiseue oe ccetesss, Cud editia 
(Prato, 1291}, pp. 47 #.; Cercia, Demostratig cocheofion, Sth elite ( Paris. 
1878), 1, 72 fF Tt must be adnettteed that th teueddse of say ok these mest 
was considcrably weakened hy their use of aon alisarded theary of the 
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ST. ROBERT BELLARMINE ’S PRACIING 
in the Church. He thereby dict a datinie dlaservice tu the cuse 7 
theolagy.? 
ft is interesting to note that aly que serigtis cffort was made 
to advance the explanation of this teaching curing the pericd 
intervening between the seveuieerith aud the twetteeth centuries. 
This tentative was made iy Veter [urs, who ticlat that oceele 
heresy excluded a man ircats rocnibershiy ia vie therch when it 
was outwardly expressed, but ust when it was inerely interieal.?! 
By tar the greater number of theshivieal text leks which teal 
with the question and which have feen written or have Leen in use 
during the first half of our own coniary strongly faver the opinion 
of St. Robert. D'Herligny, ligger, Van Noovt, Tlerrinasien, satel 
Saiz Ruiz speak of it as a aore cammmen teaching. Wlaiel: leds 
that it is more probable aust wire cama, while Arehlasdieap 
Mazzella follows his Whestridus tamiesabe in clestgeatings Cie: thests 
as Jonge communior® Vanjuerey aml Pe Cneiert ielst that Sr, 
Robert's opinion is taught comuwoaly, anc Pesch, Herve, and Man- 
zoni declare that it is taught mere canmuonly. Vetlico beleves 
that hardly any modern theelapian holds with Saarez in denying 
that occult heretics are actually members of the Catholic Churech.*? 
Hillot, Dieckmann, Zubizarreta, Gainvel, Vives, Felder, Sciudtes, 
Parts, Lercher, Crosta, andi Casanova are among the other modern 


40 For a discussion of this ooint sec Fenton, “Membersliip in the Church.” 
m AER, CXIE, 4 (April, 1945), 297 £. 

ACh Theologica ad usu scwminartorum ef sacrae thevlegiae alunimeruat, 
Ifth edition (Malines, 1480}, II, 361. 

af. D'Herbigny, Theologicu de ecclesia, 3ed edition ¢( Paris: Beauchesne, 
1923}, 11, 268 f.; Egger, Hatcéiridtun theofegiag doygmativac yeneralts, 6th 
edition (Brescia, 3932), 423 f£.> Van Noort, fac. cit, Hermann, fastifutiones 
theclomae dogmattcac, 7 fh edition (Lyons, Vitte, 1037}, J, 346: Saiz Ruiz, 
Synthesis sive notac theelogiag funsamcniake (Burgas, 1906), p. 334. 

SCh Blanch, Theolagta generafis (Barcetona, 1401}, pp, 204 ff.; Horatius 
Mazzella, Proefectiones schalasticu-degimaticav, 6fh edition (Turin, F044), 
1, 415 ff. 

4Cf. Tanquerey, foc. cit.: De Guthert, Pe Christt ecelesie, 2nd erfition 
(Rome: Gregorian, 1928}, p. 148; Pesch., Prarlecieacs dowuiticae, 6th cali- 
tion (Fretburg ini Breisgau; Fferder, 1424), 7. 229: Hervé, for. cit.; Alan- 
zon, Compendium theolowiug doguaticac, 4th eslition (Turin, 128+, &, 201. 

33Ch De ecclesia Christi (Rome: Acnolo, 1940), p. 543. 
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theologians who support this teaching" ‘Lhe most important 
writers in opposition have been MucGutoness, Michelitsch, and 
Fraghi, the latter the author of a valuable dissertatui fe ueemerti 
ecclesiag published a few years ago at the Nagelico i Rome. 

Fr. Lawlor’s recent ardicle has strougty bolstered this stil un- 
subdued opposition to St. Rabert’s ttesis, Fle cuntends that 
“though the question of occult heresy ts not formalty treated [ia 
the Mystics corporis], there is nevertheless solid evidence that the 
encyclical demands such [interna] ] Faith as an es=critial requirement 
for real metnbership in the visthle Chareti. 

Even though they may wot apree with Fr. Lawlor, American 
theologians have every reason to be grateful ta tia for his state- 
ment on this question. Not only has fic brenght up it titherte 
unheard of objection against the cummnonuly recebver! teaching: abut 
membership in the Church, but lie has ala steed, ats clearly as 
they can be set forth, the older fousnlatians of opposition tu St. 
Robert's theory. His article should, and miust probably wrll, prove 
to be an important contribution towards a settlement of the prob- 
lem with which it deals. 

In some future paper it may be possible to review the arguments 
which the classical theologians have employed to defend St. Roab- 
ert’s opinion on this point, as well as the arguments which have 
been used against it. At this time, however, it is our tntention 
merely to look into the effect produced hy the Eloly Father's eneyc- 


$68Cf, Billot, foc. ctt.; Dieckmann, De ceciesiu tractaths Acsturta-dagma- 
fics (Freihurg in Breisgau: Herder, 1923), $1, 255 f.; Zutiearreta, FReologta 
dogmatica-schelastiea, 3rd cdition (Hilhan, 2937), [, 444 ff.; Rainyel, De 
écelesia Christ: (Paris: Beauchesne, 19253, pp. 109 1; Vives, Compendium 
thralagiac dogmaticae, 4th edition {Rome: Pustet, ]935, p. 83; Felder, 
Apologctica ave thevaicgia fundamentatis, 2nd edition f Paderborn + Sebwoeingh, 
1923), i!, 45; Schultes, De ecclesia cathodicza (Parts; Letitelleux, 1491), p. 
94; Paris, fractetus de ecclesia Christt (Turm, 1929), 9. 42; Lercher, Jen 
tutiencs thaloyice dogmattcec, 2nd edition (tnasbruck: Rasch, $934), 1, 427 
ff.; Crosta, Theeluysa degmatica, 3rd edition (Grllarate, 1952), 1, 202 F.; 
Casanova, Thee fundamentufis (Rinne. 1899), pp, 268 7. 

STCf MacGuinness, Commentarti theulogive, 3d edition Maris. Lethtet- 
leux, 1930}, 1, 227 &.; Michelitsch, Elgamesta apuleyeoticne site sreel oye 
fundameniaiis, 3eq edition {Grraz, 1925}, pe. 329 fe: Benelli, £3 mremdeis 
écelesiae (Rome, 1937), pp. 90 ff. Mactutruss adits that Sr. Rubert's 
teaching is “lunge communter.” 

38 Op. ctt., p. S47, 
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lical Afystee? corperts apan the cuttroversy alwut the possibility 
that an occult heretic can be a member ot the trie Church, 

it must be admitted that Fr. Jawlor's judgment on this patit 
is quite forceful. He speaks of ‘ta disseciation. at toast partial, 
hetween the visible Church ane the Mystical body vt Christ” as 
a “consequence” following nyens ate deienee at Sa. Rubert’s pass 
tion.®? He concludes bis article with the reniirk dlat “Wher the 
question fof occult heresy and membersip it tie Church] is so 
proposed that it invelves net merely a matter of stitable noulen- 
cature hut rather a partial clisscciattan between the yistble Church 
and the Mystical Body of Christ, then it seems clear that tr the 
light of the recent encyclien) it is ie lauger sate dectring.” ™ In the 
light of what he had previously clockires] te le a consccptence at St. 
Robert's teaching, it is dificult ta interpret this last statement by 
Fr, Lawlor other than as at feast can eblique charge that St. hebert’s 
teaching has been rendered wmnacceydahle anaeng Cothalics fry the 
Mysttct corporis. 

In this connection it is interesting to note that three inrportant 
theological manuals which have been published since the appear- 
ance of the Mystict corporis al] teach with St. Kubert that an 
occult heretic can be a member of the true Church. Tt would be 
astonishing to discover, at this coniparatively late date, tliat Msgr. 
Parente and Fathers Yeile and Calcagno* hacl atl taught a doctrine 
incompatible with the teaching of a highly important papal docu- 
ment which had appeared prior to the pubheation of their works. 
It would be more than astonishing to find that these estimable 
theologians were engaged in teaching what is no unger safe doc- 
trine. 

In the only part of the Afystici corporis dealing directly with 
the question of membership, the Hnty Father teaches that ‘““Actu- 
ally oniy those are to be tnclude:| as menihers of the Church who 
have been baptized and profess the true faith, and who have 


*F fitd., p. 542, 

#0 fied, p. 554, 

1 Al) three fullow St. Robert's teaclung on this pant, Ch Parente, FAave- 
fogiae fundamentalis (Rome: Marietei, 1946), p. 171; Yelle, De eesiesta cf de 
facss theologtcts (Montreal: Gran Seminary, 1945), pp. 50 f.: Culeagno, 
Theelogia fundasientahs (Naples: I) Aurta, (948), p. 207. Parente teaches 
this doctrme as more probable, Calvagiw as aire canons, ant Yelle pre- 
sents if Without qualification. 


218 THE AMERICAN ECCLESIASTIC AI. REN LW 


not been so unfortunate as to separate themecives tren the vias 
of the Body, or been excluded hy legitimate actherity for grave 
faults committed.” # This statement is incsauyzrutide with the indi 
vidual position of Francis Suarez, whe: held thet caechtmiens 
could be members of the Church, but it is cuaite cenipoubie wath 
the positions of both St. Robert aud Urasicis sistus. Toth of 
these theologians held that only perl: whe conteracd te the 
description which the Holy Father incorporated iat. lis enevesteal 
should be considered as real members of the Clasrcl. Svlvius ant 
his associates, however, were convincel thet tise were mot the 
only characteristics requisite for constituting ao isin a+ a member 
of the true Church of Fesus Christ an earth. The theory eham- 
pioned by St. Robert, on the other diac. held suid eds that only 
these factors are necessary. 

Strangely enough, Fr. Lawlor believes thi tla very paragraph 
of the encycHeal withia which the statenmi also membership ts 
found contams evidence that “its teaching on the onninat require- 
ments of real membership differs essentially from that of Hellar- 
mine.” 4% }ie bases this claim upon the fact that the Iloly Father 
cites in this paragraph two scriptural passages “which are taken 
from 4a context wherein are found exhortations bo tuiity grounded 
on the truth that we are one Body vivihed by one Spirit.” and 
upon the Holy Father’s assertion that “those who are divided in 
faith or povernment cannot be living in the unity of such a Body, 
nor can they he livitig the life of its ane Divine Spirit.” * 

The fact that the Vicar of Christ speaks af ane Spirit and one 
faith in the Christian community has, of course, nothing what- 
ever to do with the question about the possitility of membership 
in the Church on the part of an occult heretic. Ad! thar the Hoty 
Father teaches is that the members. who haye at least the qualifi- 
cations he has indicated in the first sentence of this paragraph. 
dwell within a community in which “there is only one Kody, one 
Spirit, one Lord, one Baptism,” and in) which, consequently, 
“there can be only one faith.’ He makes uo effort whatsoever to 


42 From the NOHO translation, no 22. The origins! test is te be feral 
in 4.45, XXXV (July 2, 1943), 202 . 

413 OP, cit., p. 547. 
14 fbid., p. 48. 
45 Shed, 
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state or to imply that abswiuteiy csery miendard he Clurela tie- 


tually possesses true faith. 

Even jess yerisimilitude appears iu tle chai thac the A yesiece 
corporis is incompatible with St. Kohert’s teachiieg iy virtue oi the 
jact that it denies that perpic who ace divided Trent une auether ty 
jaith and government can tie divi daooaic Vandy oot Us sit ur 
can be living by its one Dixine Spirit. Vhe sienieut io ihe these 
that a person completely diviled tram vine deals cmiel fn Tivanys 
by the Spirit in no way invelves the dsserlivd ot bee Tzipatevatlny 
that every one of those whu lives in che ody, Gist is i the Ctiten 
nself, actually lives the supertatiutal lite th oany tlegree whatever, 

In the encyclical, the Holy Prther speaks of schist, tices: atl 
apostasy, as sing which, of their very wile, sejpeariite se aaa trou 
the Body of the Church. fe therchy fothews the Ccudstrous? prawce- 
dure adopted by St. Robert linieeif im his fir certesae ae hate, 
The great Doctor of the Ciuarch devetecd dha: lourth chegder of bas 
book to a proof that heretics and apestiues ure et members of the 
Church. The tenth chapter of the same work ts veiling were |r 
less than a demonstration of the fast thac vecily ansidets or here. 
ties are really members. Thus, in utilizing the very prowedire of 
St. Robert, the Holy l’ather can certainly not le cunsidered as 
contradicting his special cunclusion. Jn writwg what St. Robert 
included in his fourth chapter, the [uly Father must wat Le consid: 
ered as denying what the sume yreat Doctor of ibe Chureh 
taught in the tenth chapter of the same back, 

Farthermore, there is no objectively acceptale reason fur iiler- 
preting the Holy Father's pronouncements about the presence of 
sinners in the Church, and about the tact that many sins which 
drive divine charity from the soul do net destroy Christian taith, 
as meaning that every person who ts actually a member of the 
Church possesses true and inward divine faith. Nor is there anv 
justification for the process of interpreting the places in the 
Afysttes corports in which Our Lord or the Ifofy Ghost are repre- 
sented as communicating life to the siagufa mewrbra of the Charch, 
as declarations that na man can he a member of the Church 
unless he possesses at Icast the true and iriward diving faith. Un- 
fortunately the English translations sometinies speak of this ex- 
pression as meaning “cach of the members.” Sttch an interyireta- 
tion is, however, quite incorrect. There is no place in the A ystied 
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corporis in which there is either a cleac satenuut or a pcitilite 
implication that each and every miensber of Che trae Chearech mest 
he in possession of trne and inward fain, aint that cogsequeritiy 
an occult heretic cannot he consttered as a trae eaanber of tie 
Church. 

Certainly the Mystict corporis did at dacerporate the Waching 
of St. Robert about the raembershay of aventt Hereites nity the 
Church into ithe body of pontinces! Geetrtne. That, ln the same 
token, neither did it in any wav adeoy or diseunrigze St. Rober’: 
opinion on this point. Any advance diwards a sedition of te 
prahlem itself will have to be made. smice the publican of the 
encyclical itself has made no direct cogtritinaticnt, bine the Ine: 
of the evidence whtch has heen wader consideration lao the ehktsstwa. 
theologians since the seventeenth century. 

In this connection, however, itis weildie temiensher that we lve 
been linnting our discussion to St. Ralert’s teaching abuait the prs- 
sibility that occult heretics might be real menbers af the Cathy: 
Church. It is our contention that the Afysfier corpferie mi ao war 
either implied or involved a rejection of thts particular seetian of 
ot. Robert’s doctrme. What we have said in no way applies to St. 
Robert's teaching on the conditions for membership in the Church 
when this teaching is considered altogether, as a unit. 


St. Rohert was perfectly in line with a then existent theolngica! 
tradition in holding that a man cold be a trac member af the 
Catholic Church when he possessed the outward bend of amity 
with the Church, apart altogether from the inward banc. He be- 
lieved that a man was a real meniber of the Chureh wher he had this 
outward bond of union, even though he had no true and inward 
Christian faith whatsoever. 

He differed, however, from other cectesigdogists af his time in fits 
concept of the outward bond itself. He held literally anel consistently 
that these factors which were capable of making a man a member af 
the true Church and sufficient to constitute hin such were the pr- 
fesston of the Christian fatth and the camimaiutiion of recepiton ¢ the 
sacraments, under the direction af legitiniate eveclesiastieal pastors, 
and ultimately, under the leadership of the Roman Vontif, Je def- 
uitely did not teach that the baptismal character was necessary for 
real membership in the Church. 


earn) 
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He dehnitely taught that those “who have not given therr names 
to Christ through baptism, bor whe full uther redigianns 1% are 
not members of the Church. Me alsc denied thad catechunmiens, those 
who were preparing for the reception of hapfism, and thas for en- 
tratice into the true Church of Christ, were ameaibers of the kingdom 
of Ged on earth. But, in the light af what he has sct lawn towards 
the end of the tenth chapter in his J? cecdesta weditaiie, it is obeys 
that he considered an unhaptized anan a tree menslier af thie Choarch 
when that man hived in society as a Cathofic and was accepted as 
such, either by reason of a inistake abeut lis starus, or berause tie 
rian cold-hioodedly talsitied hts position, claimiiy to lave been fpr 
tized when he knew well that he hack never received the sacrament. 

It is mantfese that this particttlar aspect of St. heobert's teachine 
is unacceptable in the light af the Woysticd corporis, Tt nvist be re- 
membered, hawever, that St. Rabert’s faulty deseription of the 
Church's outward bond of unity toda way miltates agaimst his 
teaching about the possthitity that oceult heretics can be members 
of the true Church, and in no way invalidates the argumemts he ern- 
ployed in favor of that contention, 

The opinion that a man devoid of faith can he a real member of 
the Cathohte Church is recognized, even by those who do not accept 
it, a8 being more coninionly held than its opposite, As a doctrina 
communior it has a sort of privileged status in the held of Catholic 
theology. A man should be arniecl with a particularly strong set of 
Teasons in order to attempt legitimately to destroy it. 

Jt is, of course, the orivilege wf any theologian to preter the argu- 
ments advanced for Sylyius’ thesis to those which tend to show that 
occult heretics can be members of the Catholic Chareh. In the 
present status of dogmatic theology, huwever. it is sumewhat pre- 
sumptuous to assert that any arguments whieli luve titherte been 
employed on the other side Jive rendered St. Robert’s positron 
tutenable. 
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